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Introduction

Two major controversies merge in the issue of faith-based prison programming. The first, whether taxpayers should pay for any prisoners' leisure time programming, reflects an ideology that sees punishment as the primary goal of corrections. Programming, if it exists at all, should be minimal. The second issue raises the thorny problem of the Constitutional separation of church and state. Civil libertarians and others argue that religion has no place in any state activity, including prisons. Taken individually, each issue generates considerable heat and enflames ideological passions. Together, they pose a complex paradox for which there is no simple resolution.

Working against the ideology of punishment, prison programs are broadly defined as any non-work assignment that occupies a prisoner’s time and is conventionally earned as a privilege. The adage that "prison security begins with programming" reminds us that keeping prisoners busy with productive activities is not simply "hug-a-thug," soft on crime, or criminal coddling. Whatever the humanitarian benefits of programs for prisoners in easing the pains of imprisonment, programs also serve staff and broader societal interests by contributing to rehabilitation, facilitating re-entry back into the community, and providing social interaction that helps reduce prisoners' physical and mental health problems. Above all, programs provide an incentive to prisoners for good behavior. Because programs constitute a valuable privilege within the prison environment, they give prisoners a strong motivation to not jeopardize them with bad behavior. Programs thus become a control mechanism for prison staff: The more prisoners are given, the more that can be taken away. But, programs cost money and require staff. Faith-based programming is seen as a way to resolve some of these problems.

Concerning the separation of church and state, critics of faith-based programs, whether funded by taxpayers' money or not, see them as an intrusion of religion into state-run prisons. Battles over the separation of church and state, a cornerstone of the Constitution's First Amendment, have been one of the most controversial issues in the United States for over two centuries. Especially in the past two decades, the controversies have increased dramatically with the growth of faith-based initiatives, especially Evangelicals. This has lead to resistance by non-Christians, civil libertarians, and others, who view the First Amendment as establishing a clear barrier between government and religion. 

The language of the First Amendment seems broad: “Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press; or the right of the people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the government for a redress of grievances.” However, courts have historically interpreted this to mean that there should be a rigid wall between religion and state affairs.  While this does not necessarily exclude religious activities in government venues, it does limit their scope and nature. It is within this Constitutional background that critics oppose faith-based programming.

Background
The first U.S. prisons were based on the Christian doctrine of redemption and transformation of prisoners through religious training, solitude, reflection or disciplined labor. In the belief that human nature was malleable and that even the worst offenders could be transformed into useful citizens, late 18th century prison reformers began implementing their ideals.
 Although most corrections texts focus on Auburn prison in New York and Eastern State Penitentiary (ESP) in Pennsylvania as the earliest U.S. prisons, Newgate prison, built in 1796 in what is now New York City's Greenwich village, is arguably the first. The religious foundations of Newgate derived from the philosophy and intents of Thomas Eddy, who laid its philosophical framework. 

Like reformers who later established ESP, Eddy was a Quaker, although the prison policy doctrines of the New York Quakers differed from the Quakers in Pennsylvania. Eddy believed that "industrious habits" should be instilled through religious training, and religious instruction should be an integral part of the prison regime. However, his vision was relatively short-lived.
 Overcrowding and other structural and political obstacles led to the building of a larger prison at Auburn in 1816.  Auburn shifted to the labor-discipline model, in large part because of the inability of Auburn's original Quaker-influenced board of directors to implement their original ideas, of which Christian redemption formed the cornerstone.  

When New York's Sing Sing prison was built in the mid-1820s, the spiritual focus of New York prisons ended. Elam Lynds, the warden, did not believe that prisoners could be rehabilitated. Instead, he advocated hiring out prisoner labor so that prisoners could make money for the prison (and, according to contemporary reports, for himself).
 While this did not end religious influences in the subsequent transformation of prison ideology, it did appear to shift the emphasis from moral transformation to hard labor, often for private-sector profit. Religious instruction was secondary.

Eastern State Penitentiary (ESP), opened in 1829 in Philadelphia, and is often considered the first contemporary prison in the U.S.  ESP was built on the twin philosophies of spiritual redemption through bible reading and reflection on one's crimes in solitude. However, the ESP isolation model was not original.  In 1818, Allegany County Penitentiary, located in what is now Pittsburgh, admitted its first prisoners. Also called Western State Prison, it was influenced by Quakers' belief that spiritual reformation could result in solicitude and Christian rejuvenation.  Western Prison was torn down barely seven years after it opened, labeled a "complete failure" because of poor ventilation, poor heating, and unsanitary conditions.
 However, it was the architecture and conditions that were perceived to have failed, not the underlying premise of religion and isolation, which were largely reproduced in ESP. However, the Eastern isolation model did not long survive. Isolation took a toll on the mental health of prisoners, it was expensive, and the rehabilitation rate was judged to be lower than at other prisons. 

The apparent success of Auburn's shift to allowing prisoners to work together at hard labor as the primary goal of prison, and the secondary importance placed on religious instruction, was judged to be both an effective and efficient way of organizing prisons. The ethic of hard work also was consistent with the emerging Calvinist ideology of capitalist industrialization. Although not dead, the emphasis on religious instruction waned. It was not until the growth of the reformatory movement after the Civil War that programming and religion became more systematically integrated.

Systematic rehabilitative prisoner programming was ad hoc until after the Civil War. In 1876, New York State's Elmira Reformatory marked an important shift in the history of rehabilitative programming. Built as the first rehabilitation-oriented institution in the country, the reformist ideals of the Pennsylvania and Auburn systems, which had withered with the discipline and control practices that characterized most 19th century prisons, were resurrected.
 Inmates adhered to rigorous programming that required both good behavior and successful demonstration of progress, and religion was the corner stone of the system. The Elvira model established programming, vocational training, and industry as the core of most twentieth century prisons. 

Religion continued to play a part in prison activity into the 20th century, as prisons began including chapels in their design. By the mid-20th century, religion was recognized as an accepted program in virtually all U.S. prisons, and most prisons employed prison chaplains and allowed volunteer laypersons to attend to prisoners’ religious needs. However, with limited exceptions, religious rights were limited primarily to the two Christian doctrines of Catholics and Protestants.

It was not until the 1960s that the U.S. Supreme court expanded religious rights to mandate Constitutional recognition of other non-Christian groups.

Although the emphasis on prison and prisoner management underwent dramatic transformations, and although religion remained an important feature of prison life, faith-based initiatives as we have come to known them did not re-emerge until the middle of the twentieth century when Black Muslims and the Nation of Islam (NOI) were arguably the first contemporary faith-based prison movement, appearing in the 1950s. Shaped primarily by resistance to racism and inspired by the writings of Elijah Muhammad and later Malcom X, Black Muslim leaders used religion as a means of attempting to instill "moral redemption," racial and self-pride, and strict adherence to behavior codes among young Black prisoners, who especially were drawn to the movement.
 In addition to religious instruction, Black Muslims provided material resources to poor prisoners unable to obtain them on their own, limited safety from prison predators, and emphasized abstaining from normal prison vices, such as smoking, drinking, and gambling. However, while Muslims were generally tolerated by suspicious prison staff that saw them as a potential security threat group, they did not receive recognition as a legitimate religion until 1964, when they successfully litigated allegations of religious and racial discrimination.


In the final quarter of the 20th century, religious programming was hindered, in part; because of administrators' fears that prisoners were using religion to subvert security by engaging in gang activity or gaining normally unauthorized privileges in the guise of religious rites. Some prisoners attempted to establish idiosyncratic religions with esoteric needs as a means of acquiring resources, such as "ritualistic" wine, steak, and access to sex.  Although litigation on such trivial grounds was often dramatized by the media and prison officials hostile both to prisoners and their litigation, frivolous cases were relatively infrequent and quickly dismissed by the courts. Litigation to expand the religious rights and privileges of prisoners led some critics to argue that the judiciary, not prison administrators, had gone to far, and that prisoners could easily circumvent prison rules simply by invoking a religious premise.  However, case law applied the "reasonableness" test to inmates' exercise of religion, and courts attempted to balance legitimate religious needs with the security and punitive mission of prisons.

In the 1990s, the religious rights of institutionalized persons were driven by a series of Federal and state legislative acts intended to protect religious expression.  The first significant law, the Religious Freedom Restoration Act (RFRA, 1993) explicitly affirmed that the exercise of religion is an inalienable right and that "governments should not substantially burden religious exercise without compelling justification." Governments should, the Act dictated, strike "sensible balances between religious liberty and competing prior governmental interests.  Even when restrictions are required, the compelling governmental interests should be attained with the least restrictive means.”  The Act provided the right to claim judicial relief to any person who could demonstrate an excessive restrictive burden upon the expression of religion imposed by a state, the federal government, or any official acting "under color of law.  This dramatically expanded religious expression beyond previous U.S. Supreme Court decisions.

The Skeptical Critic and the Avowed Advocate: A Debate

Moderator: 

OK, you each have ten minutes to debate today's issue, giving the three best reasons for your views: Resolved--Faith-based prison programming is unacceptable!!

The Critic: 

Only three reasons? I could give you twenty! OK, here they are. First, they are unethical. Faith-based programming attempt to impose a Christian view of the world on powerless prisoners. The programs give special privileges to prisoners who participate that aren't available to other prisoners. Look at that Christian Interchange program in Iowa.

According to court testimony,

Inmates who participate in the InnerChange program receive

numerous privileges denied to non-participating inmates. 

InnerChange participants live in an honor unit where they 

are given keys to their own cells and access to private bathrooms, 

while non-participating inmates live in a lock-up unit where 

correctional officers have sole control over locks to cell doors 

and where the toilet stools are located in the middle of cells. 

InnerChange participants receive a broad range of other benefits 

denied to non-participating inmates, such as additional visits 

with family members, free telephone calls to family members, 

access to computers and word-processing equipment, and access 

                        to a large, projection-screen television.

If those privileges aren't available to other prisoners, then prisoners can relieve the pains of imprisonment only by "becoming Christian." It’s unethical to use the power of control and the

promise of rewards to coerce conversion.

Second, they are ineffective. There is no evidence that the programs work. Recent studies

have shown that accounts of success are largely anecdotal,  and some of these so-called studies even "cook the books" and fudge the data.
 There is no solid scholarly research to show that the faith-based programs differ from other programs or from the behavior of prisoners who don't participate at all. Positive results for participants are probably because prisoners who self-select to be in the programs are already those who are trying to better themselves.
 Besides, prisoners will do anything to get parole, so participating in prison programs is just another way of manipulating the system?

Third, they are unconstitutional. Faith-based programming is the attempt of Christian Evangelicals to convert a captive population to their own view of the world. The InnerChange program in Iowa restricted participation only to those prisoners willing to "convert" to their own view of Christianity. Others need not apply. This barred even other Christians from the program whose view of Christianity might differ from InnerChanges'.  Prison Fellowship has prisoner conversion as its stated goal "Our goal is for prisoners to become born again and grow as fruitful disciples of Jesus Christ."
 This is a clear violation of church and state and proselytizing converts at taxpayer expense. Even the ACLU has stepped in to stop state funding of prison conversion programs.

The Advocate:

Your three reasons are passionate, but they fail to persuade, namely because they are wrong. Those who argue against faith-based prison programming neither understand its implementation nor appreciate the outcomes. I reject your reasons on the following grounds.

First, the claim that faith-based programming is unethical rests on the assumption that prisoners are forced into programs because they are relatively powerless to attain resources by other alternatives. Granted, when this is the case, then they may be unethical. However, to assume all programs operate this way is wrong. You cite the Iowa case to support your view. A closer reading would suggest that the Iowa case had two premises: First, if taxpayer funds were not used to support the InnerChange programs, they might be less objectionable. Second, if other prisoners had equal voluntary access to similar programs, then the prison administrators might be in compliance with the Constitution. You are attacking the implementation of a specific faith-based program and not the broader issue of faith-based programs. If faith-based programs provide solace and a haven

for prisoners from the predations of the general population, is it not unethical for outsiders, who are immune from the pains of imprisonment, to prevent those who daily experience the travails of prison the opportunity to find stability and seek self-transformation? 

Second, to say that there is no evidence that they are effective does not mean that they are ineffective. Researchers are only beginning to assess the impact, and there is consensus that this is a complex issue with many hypotheses and theories to test. Existing evidence, including some you cite, does, in fact, suggest that faith-based programs contribute to prisoner well being and provide services otherwise unavailable.
 However,  we are in partial agreement: We need more research to find out what works and how it works. If one goal of prisons is rehabilitation, then why shouldn't we use whatever means we can to contribute to the inner transformation of prisoners? Even if you can't "measure" inner-transformation, you can measure behavior, and if participation in faith-based programs alters behavior, then what's the problem? Also, it's well established that programming is a necessary component of prison administration. In a time of fiscal constraints and reduction of programming, faith-based programming fills a void. A final point: your argument that

“jail-house conversions” are attempts to manipulate parole boards holds no water for two reasons. First, there is no evidence that parole boards are influenced by religious programs any more than by
other types of programs. Second,  according to the Department of Justice, 90 percent of state and federal inmates already know their time of release because of determinate sentencing that eliminates considerable parole board discretion. This eliminates the manipulative motivation for parole. 

The crux of your argument, as it does for many critics, rests on your third premise of unconstitutionality. However, you forget that faith-based prison programming has been part of the correctional enterprise for over two centuries. It is nothing new; it is simply a return to the original goal of rehabilitation.  We should also distinguish between faith-based organizations (Salvation Army,  Catholic Charities) and other non-profit organizations that run faith-based programming, and faith-based congregations, such as Prison Fellowship. In the former, faith is secondary;  providing services is primary. In the latter, it's the opposite. But, even faith-based congregations need not run afoul of the Constitution if they assure voluntary participation, do not use taxpayer money, and prison administrators assures parity of  privileges for non-participants.

Moderator: 

Thank you both, but I fear that you each have left us with more questions than answers. But, what does this all hold for the future?

Future Prospects

Two factors seem certain about the future of faith-based prison programming: Its advocates will continue to pursue it, and critics will actively oppose it. Recent litigation challenging the Constitutionality especially of  Christian-based programming is unlikely to slow faith-based prisoner initiatives, because the variety of groups espousing spirituality have become more diverse, even though Evangelicalism remains dominant.
 Virtually every state utilizes faith-based volunteers to implement some form of programming. Some programs are modest, limited to secular-focused programming, such as book-of-the-month reading groups or substance-abuse intervention. Others are far more ambitious, and include entire state prisons, or even private faith-based prisons.

The challenge facing all faith based groups lies in creating voluntary  inclusive programming that doesn't run afoul of the Constitutional separation of church and state. One program that appears to balance many of the competing issues is Louisiana State Penitentiary at Angola, a maximum security prison nearly entirely programmed by faith-based organizations and volunteers, as an example of successful faith-based programming that complies with Constitutional standards and overcomes many of the concerns of critics. Of the prisoner population of 5,108, fifty two percent are serving a life sentence. But , because of the length of the sentences, an estimated 90 to 95 percent of the inmates will die in Angola. Yet, prison administrators recognize that, even for "lifers," prison programming is essential to prison security and prisoner well-being. Countering critics who argue that there is little need for extensive prison programming for lifers, because they will likely never return to the streets, Angola personnel counter by arguing that prison programs enhance security by providing prisoners with an incentive to "buy into the program." 

Although heavily Evangelical, Angola’s programs are open to any recognized religious faith, and prisoners participate voluntarily.  Because the programs are prisoner-led and staffed by hundreds of outside volunteers, prisoners are able to suggest and develop programs in which they must first earn the privilege to participate. Although to date there have been no systematic studies of the impact of its faith-based initiatives, prison documents indicate a dramatic reduction in violence, serious disciplinary infractions, and other measures of a dysfunctional prison culture since their inception.

Whether Angola will survive Constitutional challenges remains to be seen, but it nonetheless provides a possible model of how successful faith-based programming  can work. So where to from here?

          Ninety-five  percent of U.S. prisoners eventually will return to the streets, roughly 75 percent of them  within three years. Correctional professionals overwhelmingly agree that prison programming is essential for prison security, inmate well being, and post-adjustment release.      Because prisons are increasingly constrained by tight budgets, hostile politicians, and an unsympathetic public, high-level security programs tend to receive fewer resources for programming than lower-security institutions housing shorter-term populations with fewer serious offenses. Programs, some argue, will benefit short-term inmates who will soon return to the street more than "lifers" and long-term inmates. One value of faith-based programming is that, when properly administered,  program delivery costs are borne by volunteers, not taxpayers. This makes such programming appealing especially for maximum-security prisons.

Perhaps there can be no resolution to the controversies surrounding faith-based programming. This is not necessarily undesirable, because a healthy tension between two or more opposing sides can be beneficial. On-going debates and continued clarification of the issues requires all sides to be aware of and sensitive to the legitimate and honest intellectual disagreements of those with differing views. Similar to the controversies underlying right-to-life and handgun control, the debate over faith-based initiatives in prison has been dominated by the extremes on both sides. 

Recent calls to "promote a dialogue that respects the unique contributions of criminology and religion"
 reflect attempts to bridge the gap and find common ground despite ideological or doctrinal disagreements. Why should we care? Because the public, prison staff, and prisoners share one over-riding goal: Positive change, even redemptive change, within the individual inmate, whether brought about by traditional rehabilitative treatment techniques or a religious conversion experienced by a seeker participating in a faith-based prison program, is obviously a desired outcome for those we incarcerate.

Jim Thomas and Joshua Stone

Northern Illinois University
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SIDE BAR 1: What does the separation of Church and state mean?





In 1947, the U.S. Supreme Court provided one of the clearest boundaries in the separation of church and state. The Court reviewed the Constitutionality of a New Jersey school district that used tax-payer money to subsidize the parents of Catholic students to bus their children to faith-based parochial schools. It ruled:





The "establishment of religion" clause of the First Amendment means at least this: Neither a state nor the Federal Government can set up a church. Neither can pass laws which aid one religion, aid all religions, or prefer one religion over another. Neither can force nor influence a person to go to or to remain away from church against his will or force him to profess a belief or disbelief in any religion. No person can be punished for entertaining or professing religious beliefs or disbeliefs, for church attendance or non-attendance. No tax in any amount, large or small, can be levied to support any religious activities or institutions, whatever they may be called, or whatever form they may adopt to teach or practice religion. Neither a state nor the Federal Government can, openly or secretly, participate in the affairs of any religious organizations or groups and vice versa. In the words of Jefferson, the clause against establishment of religion by law was intended to erect "a wall of separation between church and State."


(Everson v. Board of Education of Ewing Tp., 330 U.S. 1 (1947)).














SIDEBAR 3: The Angola Model*





Louisiana State Prison/Angola is considered by many observers to be a model  of faith-based prison programming that satisfies the Constitutional safeguards of separation of church and state. In a typical month,  about 22 percent of the prisoners, participate. At least 16 Christian, Jewish, Muslim, and other religions and denominations offer faith-based programs staffed by outside volunteers, including:





     --Assembly of God 


     --Baptist


     --Catholic  


     --Church of Christ


     --Church of God in Christ Divine 


     --Metaphysics Episcopal


     --Full Gospel                  


     --Jehovah Witness


     --Jewish     


     --Kairos Ministry


     --Methodist   


     --Muslims


     --Non-Denominational      


     --Pentecostal


     --Seventh Day Adventist   


     --United Pentecostal Apostolic


 


Preliminary evidence suggests that the programs are cost-effective because of the diversity of religious groups, the voluntary nature of the programming, and the relative parity of privileges for prisoners who chose not to participate in faith-based programming, the Angola model is judged by many to comply with Constitutional standards.





*Sources: Shere, 2005 (op. cit.);  Office of the Warden, Louisiana State Penitentiary, personal communications (January 12, 2007; April 21-22, 2006);  Louisiana State Penitentiary Homepage, 2006. Available at:  http://www.corrections.state.la.us/LSP/


(Accessed 15 December, 2006).








SIDEBAR 2: Charles Colson and Prison Ministries*


     


The roots of the contemporary trend in faith based programming is often viewed as beginning with Charles Colson's Prison Ministries. Known as an unethical political operative  responsible for the “dirty tricks” practices for President Richard Nixon,  Colson experienced a religious conversion in 1973, and was indicted in the wake of the Watergate scandal.  In 1974, Colson began serving seven months in federal prison. On release, he became an advocate for prisoners and their families, and in 1976 founded Prison Fellowship, a multi-denominational Christian organization. The goals of the organization, although doctrinal in nature, emphasized personal transformation for prisoners, re-entry programs on release, and reconciliation of prisoners with family and community. Although there have been no systematic studies to date, the organization has been credited with reducing behavioral problems among some prisoners and reducing recidivism on release. However, the organization has been criticized for aggressively seeking conversions and exclusion of  prisoners whose beliefs are not consistent with those of the organization..”





*Sources: See Colson, Charles W.  1979. Life Sentence.  Lincoln (Va.): Chosen Books; also  Prison Fellowship. Available at:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.prisonfellowship.org/default_pf_org.asp" ��http://www.prisonfellowship.org/default_pf_org.asp�).


(Accessed December 30, 2006);


Inside Prison Fellowship. 2006. “Inside Prison Fellowship.” Available at:


http://www.prisonfellowship.org/Bio.asp?ID=4


(Accessed 13 December, 2006); For discussion of benefits and criticisms, see especially: Religion


Newswriters. 2004. “As Budgets Shrink, Evangelicals Expand State Prison Ministries.” January 5.


Available at: 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.religionlink.org/tip_040105c.php" ��http://www.religionlink.org/tip_040105c.php�


(Accessed November 7, 2006).











Endnotes





�There is some dispute whether the early Auburn model of the penitentiary, which emphasized discipline and prisoner labor, was based on religious principles or on a more pragmatic philosophy


of using prison labor to generate profits for the prison. However, overwhelming evidence indicates that Christian principles shaped Auburn at its inception, although labor-for-profit replaced it in the


mid-1820s. See especially Stone, Joshua, and Jim Thomas. 2006.  The Roots of Faith-Based Prison


Programming: A Revisionist View." Paper presented at the American Society of Criminology.  Los Angeles, November 3. Available at:


http://jthomasniu.org/Papers/relhist.html


((Accessed January 8, 2007).





�See Stone and Thomas, 2006, op. cit. 





�de Beaumont, Gustave and Alexis de Tocqueville. 1830. "Conversation with Mr. Elam Lynds." July 6; Knapp, Samuel L. (1836)/2006. The Life of Thomas Eddy: Comprising an Extensive


Correspondence with Many of the Most Distinguished Philosophers and Philanthropists of this and Other Countries. Whitefish (Montana): Kessinger Publishing. 





�Johnston, Norman. 2000.  Eastern State Penitentiary: Crucible of Good Intentions:  Philadelphia: Philadelphia Museum of Art: 29.





�Stone, Joshua. 2005. Elmira. Sage Encyclopedia of Prisons. M. Bosworth (ed.). Thousand Oaks (Calif): Sage Publications.





�The first major U.S. Supreme Court case recognizing a non-Christian occurred when the Black Muslims sued for recognition in Stateville Penitentiary in Illinois. (Cooper v. Pate, 378 U.S. 546 ((1964)). A few years later,  in Cruz v. Beto (405 U.S. 319, 322 (1971), the Supreme Court ruled that a  Buddhist prisoner must be given a "reasonable opportunity of pursuing his faith comparable to the opportunity afforded fellow prisoners who adhere to conventional religious precepts."


In the past 20 years, Muslims, Orthodox Jews, Native Americans, Sikhs, Rastafarians, and other groups have gained some of the rights considered necessary for the practice of their religions and have broken new legal ground in First Amendment issues. For further discussion, see Thomas, Jim and Barbara H. Zaitzow. 2006. "Conning or Conversion? The Role of Religion in Prison Coping." The Prison Journal.  86(2): 242-259.





�See: "Comment: Black Muslims in Prison: Of Muslim Rites and Constitutional  Rights." 1962.  Columbia Law Review. 62(8/Dec.): 1488-1504;  Smith, Christopher E. 1993. "Black Muslims and the Development of Prisoners' Rights." Journal of Black Studies, 24(2): 131-146.





�Cooper v. Pate, 378 U.S. 546 (1964); Smith, 1993. op. cit.





�For example, see O'Lone v. Shabazz, (107 S.Ct. 2400 (1987) ), which challenged a corrections department regulation that prevented a Muslim inmate from returning early to the institution from a work detail in order to attend religious services held only on Fridays. Inmate Shabazz argued that the regulation violated his right to the free exercise clause of the First Amendment to the Constitution.  The Supreme Court rejected Shabazz's appeal, finding that to require the institution to bring this inmate back in order to attend services would pose a security risk.  See also Turner v. Safley, 482 U.S. 78 (1987).





�Opata, Josiah N. 2001. Spiritual and Religious Diversity in Prisons: Focusing on How Chaplaincy Assists in Prison Management. Springfield: Charles C. Thomas.





�Americans United for Separation of Church and State v. Prison Fellowship Ministries, No. 4:03-cv-90074, (Southern District of Iowa 2004). Available at:


http://www.au.org/site/DocServer/Mapes.pdf?docID=162


(Accessed November 15, 2006)





�Kleiman, Mark A.R. 2003. "Faith-Based Fudging How a Bush-promoted Christian Prison Program Fakes Success by Massaging Data." Slate. August 5.  Available at: http://www.slate.com/id/2086617


(Accessed December 28, 2006).





�Camp, Scott D., Jody Klein-Saffran, Okyun (Karl) Kwon, Dawn M. Daggett, and Victoria Joseph. 2006. "An Exploration into Participation in a Faith-Based Prison Program." Criminology and Public Policy.  5(3): 529-550; O'Connor, Thomas P., Jeff Duncan, and Frank Quillard. 2006. "Criminology and Religion: The Shape of an Authentic Dialogue." Criminology and Public


Policy. 5(3): 559-570.





�Prison Fellowship. 2006. "In-Prison Ministry."  Available at:


http://www.prisonfellowship.org/contentindex.asp?ID=25


((Accessed 17 December, 2006





�American Civil Liberties Union. 2006. "ACLU of Virginia wants Written Assurances from Hampton Roads Jails that Funding for Sectarian Groups will Stop." American Civil Liberties Union of Virginia. News Release, April 7. Available at:


http://www.acluva.org/newsreleases2006/Apr7.html


(Accessed 29 November, 2006).





�Johnson, Byron R., David B. Larson, and Timothy C. Pitts.  1997. "Religious Programs, Institutional Adjustment, and Recidivism among Former Inmates in Prison Fellowship Programs." Justice Quarterly, 14(1/March): 145-166; Thomas, Jim  and Barbara H. Zaitzow. 2006. "Conning or Conversion? The Role of Religion in Prison Coping." The Prison Journal. 86(2): 242-259;


Sumpter, Melvina T. 2006. "Editorial Introduction: Faith-Based Prison Programs. Criminology and Public Policy. 5(3): 523-528. Camp, Scott D., Jody Klein-Saffran, Okyun (Karl) Kwon, Dawn M. Daggett, and Victoria Joseph. 2006. op. cit.





�For example, Operation Starting Line, a national  program with nearly 700,000 participating inmates in 883 correctional facilities, is a well-organized, well-funded coalition of Christian Evangelists and prison ministry organizations who offer bible studies and prepare inmates for release. See: Prison Fellowship. 2006.: Operation Starting Line homepage.  Available at:


http://www.operationstartingline.net/site_hmpg.asp


(Accessed December 11, 2006) and


http://www.prisonfellowship.org/default_pf_org.asp


(Accessed December 11, 2006); and


 http://prisonministry.net/pfm


(Accessed December 11, 2006).





�For a brief summary of state faith-based prisons in Texas, Iowa, Florida, and elsewhere, see especially: Jew on First. 2006. Government-funded Right-wing Christian Evangelical


Prison Programs."  Available at:


http://www.jewsonfirst.org/sep_prisons.php#states


(Accessed December 22, 2006). For a summary of how separate faith-based tiers sponsored by the Salvation Army successfully operate in Cook County Jail (Chicago, Illinois). See: Cohen, Jeff. 2005. "Inmates Find 'Christian Tier' a Haven from Troubles of Jail." Chicago Tribune, October 10. Metro: 1. For an evaluation of the Life Connections Program in the Federal Bureau of Prisons, see: Camp, Scott D., Jody Klein-Saffran, Okyun (Karl) Kwon, Dawn M. Daggett, and Victoria Joseph. 2006. "An Exploration into Participation in a Faith-Based Prison Program." Criminology and Public Policy.  5(3): 529-550.





�Westphal, Eric, and Frank Cecchinelli. 2006. "Cain And Angola: Louisiana State Penitentiary." Paper presented at the American Correctional Association Poster conference, April.


Available at:


http://venus.soci.niu.edu/~niu-aca/Papers/angolapap.doc


See also:


http://venus.soci.niu.edu/~niu-aca/ACA06/ericang.ppt


(Accessed 27 December, 2006).


Shere, 2005 (op. cit.); Office of the Warden, Louisiana State Penitentiary, personal communication (January 12, 2007). Louisiana State Penitentiary Homepage, 2006. Available at:


http://www.corrections.state.la.us/LSP/


(Accessed 15 December, 2006).





�O'Connor, Thomas P., Jeff Duncan, and Frank Quillard. 2006. op. cit.





�Hewitt, John D. 2006. "Having Faith in Faith-Based Prison Programs. Criminology and Public Policy. 5(3): 551-558. 








PAGE  
13

